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Reading Works of Tanpinar and Pamuk on
Istanbul as Intersemiotic City Translations
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Abstract

Intersemiotic approaches in different fields of social sciences reveal resourceful
insights on different fields of study, enabling an interdisciplinary approach.
In this vein, it is a recent and innovative approach in Translation Studies
to elaborate on the city as a source text, where the depictions of the author
are read as a form of translation. In this framework, the texts written on a
particular city are analyzed as intersemiotic translations of the relevant spatial
site. The translation process includes the rendering of the visual elements
into verbal depictions, and each depiction and narration is claimed to provide
a new perspective and translation of the city. Within this framework, I will
provide a translation-oriented analysis of four literary works, Huzur and Beg
Sehir- Istanbul by Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar and Istanbul, Hatiralar ve Sehir
and Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik by Orhan Pamuk, all of which and both of whom
are defined as narrations of Istanbul and authors of Istanbul respectively. I
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claim that each of these literary works provides a different representation of
Istanbul with respect to the spatial and temporal loci of focus, and accordingly,
provide differing translations of the same city. The focus of the study will
be on the representations of Istanbul, differences and similarities between the
images used, the common and differing paradigms, revealing the particular
concentrations of each author. Also, the social and political trajectories,
and thematic concentrations, governing the narrations within the relevant
literary works, will be elaborated within the complex network of relations of
Translation Studies.

Keywords: intersemiotic translation, Literature, city translation, Istanbul,
literary translation

Ozet

Sosyalbilimler alanindaki gostergeleraras1 yaklagimlar farkli disiplinlere
iligkin c¢esitli bakis acilart sunarak, disiplinlerarasi ¢aligmalari miimkiin
kilmaktadir. Ceviribilim alaninda da yeni bir yaklagim g¢abasi olarak ortaya
cikan sehir ¢evirisi kavrami, sehri bir kaynak metin, yazarin sehir tasvirini
de bir ¢eviri/erek metin seklinde yorumlamaktadir. Bu yaklagima gore, sehir
iizerine yazilmis olan her bir edebi metin, ilgili sehrin gostergeler arasi bir
cevirisi olarak ele alimabilmektedir. Diger bir ifadeyle, sehir ¢evirisi, gorsel
Ogelerin (yazarmm imgelem diinyasindaki tasvirlerin) yazili tanimlamalara
dontigiimiinii icermekte, her bir tasvir ve anlati sehrin farkli bir yoniini ve genis
bir Ceviribilim bakis agistyla tanimlayacak olursak da ¢evirisini sunmaktadir.
Bu metinleraras: ¢ercevede, Tiirk Edebiyati’nin Istanbul sevgileri ile bilenen
yazarlarindan Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar’in Huzur ve Bes Sehir- Istanbul baslikl
eserleri ile Orhan Pamuk’un Istanbul, Hatiralar ve Sehir ve Kafamda Bir
Tuhaflik baslikl Istanbul u konu edinen en iinlii eserlerinin analizi bu ¢alismada
sunulmaktadir. Calismanin temel ¢ikis noktasini, zamansal ve mekansal
anlamda farkl1 odak noktalar1 iceren her bir eserin farkli bir Istanbul temsili
ve terclimesi sundugu iddiasi olusturmaktadir. Kaynak metin-erek metin
karsilastirmalarindan styrilarak, ‘metin’ tanimini gostergeler diizeyine tasiyan
bu anlayis, farkli edebiyat eserlerinde yer alan bir sehrin gesitli kurgularini, ayni
metnin farkli ¢evirileri olarak analiz etme imkan1 sunmaktadir. Bu ¢ergevede,
Pamuk ve Tanpinar’in incelenene eserlerinin kavramsal odak noktalarini
daiissila, gurbet, sehrin gegmisine 6zlem, modernlik ve benlik ikilemi, Dogu-
Bati sentezi ile hiizniin olusturdugu sdylenebilir. Arastirma kapsaminda, ilgili
calismalardaki Istanbul temsillerinin benzerlik ve farkliliklari ile ortak ve
degisen paradigmalar1 tanmtilmakta, ilgili sosyo-politik kosullarin etkinligi
lizerinden edebi eserlerdeki sehir anlatisi 6ne ¢ikan temalar baglaminda
karmasik bir Ceviribilim iligkiler aginda ele alinmaktadir.

Anahtar sozciikler: gostergelerarasi ¢eviri, edebiyat, sehir ¢evirisi, Istanbul,
edebi ¢ceviri
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Introduction

Reading the city as a text enables one to analyze writings on the city, Istanbul in
this case, as a form of translation, in which the city with its concrete being constitutes
the source text, whereas its various verbal depictions form the target text. With the
description of Roman Jakobson (2000, 113), it is a form of intersemiotic translation,
which is the translation of a non-verbal source into a verbal target, necessarily bringing
about change of the medium. Representation of the city in a natural language provides
a narrative of the city shaped in accordance with the perception and experiences of the
author.

In this paper, I will provide an analysis of four works, Huzur and Bes Sehir- Istanbul
by Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar and Istanbul, Hatiralar ve Sehir and Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik
by Orhan Pamuk, all of which and both of whom are defined as narrations of Istanbul
and authors of Istanbul respectively. Each work provides a different representation of
Istanbul with respect to the spatial and temporal sites they focus on, and accordingly, |
will deal with these texts as translations, and their authors as translators of Istanbul. The
focus of the study will be on the representation of Istanbul in these works, the differences
and similarities between the images used, as well as the social and political contexts in
which the narrations take place.

Focusing on certain themes makes it easier to analyze the works on certain basis
and put forth a more precise depiction of the narration. Main themes determining the
representation of Istanbul in Huzur and Bes Sehir- Istanbul are civilization change,
longing for the past, the notion of inbetweenness concerning the East and the West,
continuity, integrity, and synthesis (Demirkol 2010), and historical transition, cultural
loss, crisis of value through an in-depth portrayal of Istanbul (Seyhan 2008, 136).
Tanpinar’s narration is defined as a seek to forge a new aesthetic depiction for an age
of change, as well as a poetic concept of the city as a locus of memory, desire, signs,
visions, concealment, decay and death, serving as a compact encyclopedia of cultural
references (Seyhan 2008, 141). For Tanpinar, the Westernization project was in vain
leading to a crisis of civilization due to lack of planning, inadequate knowledge and
economic deterioration (Seyhan 2008, 146).

Fundamental themes of Istanbul, Hatiralar ve Sehir, on the other hand, are the clash
between the East and the West, hiiziin, gloom and darkness, ruined present, desperate
past and nationalization criticism (Demirkol 2010) whereas, Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik is set
on the themes of squatting, transformation of the city, Westernization, and identity crisis.
Within the scope of this study, these themes will be explored with quotations, and their
referents, on the representation of the city, will be examined. For Pamuk, Istanbul is a
stage of lived history, where the past comes into being as a vision of the present projected
backwards, namely as a locus of memory (Seyhan 2008, 149). Metaphors of loss, the
loss of people, things, landscapes, languages and identities, and of mourning constitute
the core of the accounts of Pamuk’s Istanbul (Seyhan 2008, 150).

The “Istanbul” Tanpinar and Pamuk depict in their works differ from one another,
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sharing certain common themes though, which might also be explained in relation to
the periods they lived in. Tanpinar was born into the empire in 1901 and saw the decline
of the Ottoman Empire, lived through the transition from the empire to the republican
period with its crisis, while Pamuk was born into the “westernized Istanbul” in 1952,
and have been living through certain changes in the social and political contexts with a
second-hand experience of the transition from an empire into a nation state. This might
be why the best word to describe the works of Tanpinar would be “inbetweenness”,
whereas it would be “dark present with a desperate past” for the works of Orhan Pamuk.

1. Theoretical framework

Reading the city as a cultural text is a new phenomenon in Translation Studies.
Considering the authors reading the city as a “text”, and translating it into a natural
language, enables one to view the authors as “translators” and their works of literature
as “translations”. As a form of translation, such an approach would fit well into the
conception of “intersemiotic translation” of Roman Jakobson, which he defines as “an
interpretation of verbal signs by means of signs of non-verbal sign systems” (2000, 114).

The city in literature might be analyzed from several points of views including
how the growing of cities changed literature, how authors textualized cities, and what
the relations between real cities and imaginary ones are (Demirkol 2010, 14). Authors
import elements of “real” cities into their fictive works. Robert Alter makes a difference
between the real city and the city experienced by authors (Alter 2005, 11). Sule Demirkol
(2010) emphasizes the importance of this distinction in the analysis, as it focuses on the
author as a person experiencing the city and the text, not as a copy of the outside world
but as a mediated production shaped in accordance with the author’s experience. Richard
Lehan (1998) furthers this view and states that “the city that emerged from these texts
would also be a part of a larger narrative reality” (14, quoted in Demirkol 2010, 17).
According to Lehan’s (1998) view, representations of the cities in narratives derive from
not only the experience of the author but also from the poetics of the time and space, as
the way Tanpinar and Pamuk conceive the world, they live in, shapes their narration and
leads to different translations of the city.

As a city, Istanbul presents a variety of images, overlapping and contrasting, among
which translators of the city choose to represent in their texts. Considering the vast
content of the source text, any translation of the city is inevitably partial, which Maria
Tymoczko puts into words as follows:

“Meaning in a text is overdetermined, and the information in and the meaning of a
source text is therefore always more extensive than a translation can convey. As a
result, translators must make choices, selecting aspects or parts of a text to transpose
and emphasize. Such choices in turn serve to create representations of their source
texts, representations that are also partial” (Tymoczko 2000, 24).

Analyzing the city inscribed in the texts partially require the examination of the
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metonymic of translation (Tymoczko 1999, 57), which is shaped via the narratives of the
translators, who are Ahmet Hamdi Tanpiar and Orhan Pamuk in this case. Furthermore,
the subject position of the translator (Hermans 2007, 84) is also of importance in examining
the choices of the translators of the city, as it determines the way the city is represented in
the city, i.e. of the “metonymics” of translating the city (Demirkol 2010, 28).

2. Methodology

In this paper, I will provide an analysis of the translations of Istanbul in four works
of literature Huzur, Bes Sehir- Istanbul and Istanbul- Hatiralar ve Sehir, Kafamda
Bir Tuhaflik by Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar and Orhan Pamuk respectively. Firstly, I will
determine the main themes of each work individually and then critically provide certain
parts of the texts, representative of these themes. I will deal with these quotations with
an intersemiotic approach elaborating how the non-verbal sign systems (the vast city,
Istanbul) are turned into a verbal sign system (narrations in the works of literature).
Secondly, I will try to figure out the motives behind the choices of the authors for
certain images in their narratives with references to the poetics of their time and space.
Following the individual analysis of the works, I will compare the determinative themes
and emphasized images of works of Tanpinar and Pamuk, along with a comparison of
these authors (translators) with one another with respect to their approach to the city (the
source text). Also, considering the periods of their production, they might serve (in my
point of view) as parts of a continuum of a comprehensive Istanbul narration.

3. Analysis of the translations of Istanbul in four works of literature

In this part, I will provide detailed representations of Istanbul in the narrations of
each work on the basis of certain themes, accompanied with particular excerpts from the
texts so as to vividly demonstrate the image of Istanbul within the words of the authors.

3.1.Translation of Istanbul in Bes Sehir- Istanbul by Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar

Bes Sehir is a collection of five essays on Ankara, Erzurum, Konya, Bursa and
Istanbul respectively by Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar. It was first published in 1946 and it has
been re-published numerous times since then. The subject matter of the book is defined
as “the sorrow felt for what is lost in the past and the desire for what is new” in the
foreword of the work. Within the scope of this paper, Tanpinar’s narration of Istanbul
will be analyzed with a translational point of view.

First of all, the idea of daiissila (longing for the home) is a determinative element
of the image-making process concerning Istanbul in Tanpinar’s narration. Considering
the historical context, the period was early Republican period, witnessing the collapse of
an empire with a glorious history. For the generation of Tanpinar, the longing for the past
is quite strong, and it shapes the present reception of Istanbul with a variety of references
to well-known districts in the text:
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“Tanzimat Istanbul’a biisbiitiin baska bir gozle bakti. O bu sehirde, iki medeniyeti
birlestirerek elde edilecek yeni bir terkibin potasini goriiyordu. Bizim nesil igin
Istanbul, dedelerimiz, hatti babalarimiz, i¢in oldugundan ¢ok ayr1 bir seydir. [...]
Fakat bu hasret sade gegmis zamana ait olan ve bugiinkii hayatimizla, mantigimizla
zarurl olarak ¢atigan bir duygu degildir. Bu ¢ok karisik duygunun bir kolu giindelik
hayatimiza, saadet hiilyalarimiza kadar uzanir. O kadar ki Istanbul’un bugiin bizde
yasayan asil ¢ehresini bu daiissila verir, diyebiliriz. Onu bizde, en basit hususiyetleriyle
sehrin kendisi besler” (p.122).

“Belki de sadece aramak ve biitiin kapilar1 ¢almak kafidir. Ciinkii bu daiissilanin
kendisi baglibasina bir alemdir” ( 214).

Similarly, the idea of loss constitutes the core of Istanbul translation for Tanpinar.
It is presented with references to historical data, forming a strong bond between the past
and the present, as well as displaying the changes Istanbul got through. This might also
be interpreted as the quest of Tanpinar for the reconciliation of civilizations. The first
quotation emerges as a criticism of the early Republican period, witnessing a number
of adjustments to loosen the bond with the Ottoman Empire. Whereas, the second
quotation is a longing for “mahalle” and its residents with their peculiar characteristics,
demonstrating a particular life style as well as an image of the city:
“Istanbul bdyle degismedi, 1908 ile 1923 arasindaki on bes yilda o eski hiiviyetinden
tamamiyle ¢ikti. Mesrutiyet inkilabi, {i¢ biiyiik muharebe, birbiri iistiine bir y18in kiigiik,
bliylik yangin, mali buhranlar, imparatorlugun tasfiyesi, ylizyildir esiginde basimizi
kastyarak durdugumuz bir medeniyeti nihayet 1923’de oldugu gibi kabullenmemiz
onun eski hiiviyetini tamamiyle giderdi.”(126).

“Mahallenin kendisi de kayboldu. Eski mahalleyi Neset Halil’den okuyunuz. Biitiin
Istanbul semtlerinin sirrin1 ac1 bir hasretle yeni hayat askinin birbirine kenetlendigi bu
giizel ve derin yazilarda bulursunuz. Bugiin mahalle kalmadi.... Bence Istanbul’un asil
sairleri onlar; adim basinda, titrek ayaklartyla ge¢mis zamanlarinin pesinde dolasan,
onu Uslupsuz apartman koselerinde, iki yani heniiz bos asfalt tizerinde, eski ahbap
cocuklarinin ¢ehresinde beyhude yere arayan ve bulamadiklari i¢in saskin saskin dort
yana bakman bu kervan artig1 bicarelerdir” (134)

Secondly, as a city with multi-faceted features, Istanbul presents a different reading

for each individual, which makes each of them unique on their own right. With a

translational point of view, Istanbul might be regarded as an open text, enabling a number

of different translations. The varieties in these translations of Istanbul might be bound

to socio-political trajectories, spatial and temporal frameworks and the motivations of
the agents:

“Istanbul bu kadm icin serin, berrak, sifali sularmn sehriydi. Tipk1 babam i¢in, hicbir
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yerde esi bulunmayan biiyiik camilerin, giizel sesli miiezzinlerin ve hafizlarin sehri
oldugu gibi. [...] Bir sehrin hayalimizde aldig1 bu cins ¢ehreler tizerinde diisiiniilecek
seydir. Bu, insandan insana degistigi gibi nesilden nesile de degisir. Elbette ki XV.
asir baslarinda Uskiidar’da, Anadoluhisari’nda oturan dedelerimiz Istanbul’a sadece
fethedilecek bir iilke gibi bakiyorlar ve Sultantepesi’nden, Camlica’dan seyrettikleri
Istanbul aksamlarinda sark kayserlerinin er ge¢ bir ganimet gibi paylasacaklart

hazinelerini seyrediyorlardi” ( 121)

Thirdly, the theme of “inbetweenness” also overwhelms in the general narration of
Istanbul in Tanpmar’s writing. In a country, which is under a great transformation, the
people living in the city do not know where to situate themselves. The city serves as the
locus of the struggle for the identity making process of its people, which derives from the
uncertainty in the minds, concerning the bonds with the past: “En biiyiik meselemiz budur;
mazi ile nerede ve nasil baglanacagiz, hepimiz bir suur ve benlik buhraninin ¢ocuklartyiz,
hepimiz Hamlet’ten daha keskin bir “olmak veya olmamak’ davasi i¢inde yastyoruz. Onu
benimsedik¢e hayatimiza ve eserimize daha yakindan sahip olacagiz” ( 214).

Furthermore, Istanbul is defined as the site of the clash between different levels of
the society, each having their peculiar features determining their translations of Istanbul.
With different metonyms referring to the borders of Old Istanbul, the readings of the
Istanbul are transformed, providing different representations. Tanpinar exemplifies these
variations with comparison of Beyoglu and Uskiidar, Beyazit and Tarabya:

“Fakat bu degisiklik daha derinlere gider; saatlerin manzarasi gibi insanlarin ¢aligma
sekli ve tembellikleri, diisiince ve yeisleri de bu yerlerde birbirinden bagskadir.
Beyoglu, hamlesi yari yolda kalmis Paris taklidiye hayatimizin yoksullugunu
hatirlatirken; Istanbul, Uskiidar semtleri kendisine yetebilen bir degerler diinyasmin
son miraslariyla, biz farkinda olmadan i¢imizde bir ruh biitinliigii kurar, hiilyalarimiz,
isteklerimiz degisir. Bogazici’nde, Uskiidar’da, Istanbul’da, Siileymaniye veya
Hisar’larin karsisinda, Vanikdy iskelesinde veya Emirgan kahvesinde sik sik baska
insanlar oluruz”(123).

“Bayezit Cami’inin duvarlarina yaslanarak diistiniilen seylerle, Tarabya’nin icimizdeki
bir tarafa hala yabanci rihtiminda, aksamin bir ten climbiisiinii hatirlatan 1giklari i¢inde
diistintilecek seyler elbette birbirine benzemez” (124).

What is more, Tanpinar is an admirer of the images of the mosques and repeatedly
expresses their beauty and how they shape the image of the city with a transformative
feature. The construction history of the mosques is also associated with the history of the
empire, which has an important place in the city narration of Tanpinar. The architectural
features of the mosques are also touched upon within the text with references to several
districts of Istanbul:
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“Onlar Istanbul’u iyi bir elmas yontucusunun eline gegmis bir miicevher gibi islediler.
Nigin &viinmeyelim? Disindan ve i¢inden camilerimiz kadar giizel mimari eseri
azdir. Stiphesiz bu bir giinde olmadi [...] Kayserlerin tahtina yerlesmek icin karargah
payitahtlarda, yeni fethedilmis sehirlerde bir yi1gin mirasi, gelenegi ayikladi, bircok
incelikleri denedi, sonunda Fatihyin pazist biiyiik sehrin kapilarimi kendisine actigi
zaman, kudretinden emin Ayasofya’nin yani bagina gecip oturdu” (139).

In Tanpinar’s Istanbul, the palaces, mansions and fountains have an important place
as well. Nevertheless, he mentions with sorrow of the fires destroying these beautiful
structures. These fires also led to the reconstruction of the city several times, referring to
the fact that Istanbul as open text has always been under a transformation process:

“Bunlarin bazilarinin daha XVI. asirdan itibaren Halic’in iki yakasinda, Kadirga’da
ve XVII. asirda Bogaz sahillerinde yalilari, Bogaz tepelerinde ve Kadikoy taraflarinda
bugiinkii Moda’ya Fenerbahge’ye kadar uzanan yerlerde bag ve bahgeler iginde
koskleri vardi.1650 tarihindeki isyanda Samsoncu Omer sehrin yakilmasini ocak
elebasilarina agikca teklif etmisti. Bu yanginlar yiiziinden sehir hemen otuz senede
bir yeni bastan yapiliyordu” (164).

Moreover, Tanpimar refers to the symbolic images of Istanbul, describing how
they impact the view of the city, the old city within this context and their reflections
on the mental representation of Istanbul: “Iki aga¢ Tiirk muhayyilesinde ve hayatinda
izini birakmustir: servi ve ¢inar” (p. 161). Furthermore, Tanpinar is a critic of the multi-
dimensional gross change Istanbul experiences, bringing about the demolition of great
works of art, constituting significant elements of Istanbul. His criticism on the destruction
of'the city also stands for his political stance. That is, it displays his view that progress in
the future is bound to the preservation of the past. Considering that the country was under
a transformation process with a number of revolutions, Tanpinar’s desire to maintain the
bonds with the imperial Istanbul would make more sense:

“Goziimiiziin oniinde saheserler birbiri ardinca suya diismiis kaya tuzu gibi eriyor,
kiil, toprak y1gmi oluyor, istanbul’un her semtinde siitunlar1 devrilmis, calis1 harap
ici slipriintii dolu medreseler, sirin, kiiciik semt camileri, yikik ¢esmeler var. Ufak bir
himmetle giiniin emrine verilecek halde olan bu eserler her giin biraz daha bozuluyor.
Adeta bir salgiin, artik kaldirmaya yasayanlarin giicii yetmeyen 6liileri gibi olduklar
yerde uzanmis yatiyorlar. Gergek yapiciligin, mevcudu muhafaza ile basladigmi
6grendigimiz giin mesut olacagiz” (162).

Moreover, Tanpinar precisely defines Istanbul as a site of “synthesis”, assembling
variety of elements, melting them in a pot. He also refers to the religion factor, constituting
a common ground for the people live in harmony, and having a considerable impact
on the image of the city. According to Tanpinar, Istanbul constituted the loci of focus
in the Muslimizing process of the city in the imperial period, creating an amalgam of
differences:
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“Eski Istanbul bir terkipti. Bu terkip kii¢iik bilyiik, manali méanasiz, eski yeni,
yerli yabanci, giizel ¢irkin —hatta bugiin i¢in bayagi-bir yigin unsurun birbiriyle
kaynagmasindan dogmustu. Hususi bir yasayis sekli, biitiin hayata istikamet veren
ve her dokundugunu rahmanilestiren dini bir kisve bu terkibin mucizesini yapiyordu.
Giimriikten gecen her sey Miisliimanlasiyordu. Kazaskerin sirtinda Ingiliz sofu,
haniminin sirtinda Lyon kumasindan ¢arsaf, iist tarafina asilmis Yesarizade yazmasi
yiiziinden Fransiz Gislibu konsol, Bohemya isi lamba hep Miislimand1” (129).

As a part of the whole picture, a poor image of Istanbul is vividly depicted as well.
Referring to the districts with a low income, the melancholic depiction of the city is
strengthened and the desperate image of Istanbul is emphasized in a comparison of the
past with the present referring to the glorious history of the empire, revealing the severity
of its current condition:

“Bu sesler, fakir, eglencesi kit semt gecelerinin belli baslt zevklerinden, renklerinden
biri idi. Gergi getirdikleri degisiklik sadece zamani bdlen iptidai bir nagme fasilasindan
ibaretti. Fakat korku ve vehimle yiiklii gecenin sessizligini siislerdi” (132).

In addition, Tanpinar refers to the entertainment activities taking place in the city
and uses these images to display his criticism for uncontrolled westernization, leading
to the loss of valuable local for the sake of the foreign. He also expresses that these
changes put forth transformation in the social relations in a negative sense with moral
deficiencies:

“Sinemanm zevkimizi disaridan idare ettigi devirde yasiyoruz. Karanlikta
toplantyoruz. Honolulu’da, mehtapli gecede giizel camasirct kizina fevkalade zeki,
cliretle ve fedakar demir kralinin oglunun sdyledigi gitarali sarkilari, ertesi sabah
Bogaz kiyilarinda magaza ¢iraklarinin 1shigindan dinleyecegimiz giiling ulumalari
dinliyor, kadinin tuvaletine, erkegin perendelerine, huldsa bir y1gin ahmakliga hayran
oluyoruz” (135).

According to Tanpinar’s point of view, Istanbul is the both lieu of respecting the
past, paying tribute to its glorious periods and of mourning for the loss of this longed
past. For him, it is the imperial background what makes Istanbul so precious, and this
city can only be understood within its historicity, rather than anachronist and artificial
longings:

“Ne kadar ¢ok hatira ve insan... Nigin Bogaz’dan ve Istanbul’dan bahsederken
biitiin bu dirilmesi imkansiz seylerden bahsettim. Nigin gegmis zaman bizi bir kuyu
gibi ¢ekiyor? Iyi biliyorum ki aradigim sey bu insanlarin kendileri degildir; ne de
yasadiklart devre hasret ¢ekiyorum. [...] Biz onun giizelligini dort asrin tecriibesiyle
ve iki ayri kiymetler diinyasi arasinda her giin biraz daha keskinlesen benligimizle
bagka tiirlii zenginlesmis olarak tadiyoruz. Yahya Kemal’siz, Mallarme’siz, Debussy
ve Proust’suz bir Siileymaniye veya “Kanuni Mersiyesi”, hattd onlara o kadar yakin
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olan Nesati ve Nedim’in, Hafiz Post ile Dede’nin arasindan gegerek kendilerine
varamayacagimiz bir Sinan ve Baki tahmin edebilecegimizden daha ¢ok ¢iplaktir”

(p-212).

In Tanpinar’s city representation, architectural design of the city is a determinative
factor of the image-making process. The characteristics of the architecture serve as a
reminder of the history of the city with its monumental structures. The city’s natural
features also contribute to the particular representation of Istanbul in Tanpinar’s view.
Tanpinar also makes use of the architectural designs to refer to the element of temporality.
He attributes particular characteristics to certain structures and takes the readers to a
journey in the history in the presentday Istanbul. This approach is also a referent of
the fact that each part of the whole city picture is hidden with a different treasury with
respect to history reflecting its beauty on the present:

“Istanbul’da ta fetih giinlerinden beri baslayan bir mimari nesillerle beraber yasiyor.
Asil Tiirk Istanbul’u bu mimaride aramalidir. Kendisini bir tek mimari iislibuna
bu kadar teslim etmis sehir pek azdir. Bu yonden Istanbul’u, Roma, Atina, Isfahan.
Girnata ve Brugge gibi sehirlere benzetenler haklidir. Hatta istanbul’un onlardan biraz
listiin tarafi da vardir. Ciinkii, Istanbul sadece abide ve abidemsi eserlerin bol oldugu
sehir degildir. Sehrin tabiati bu eserlerin gériinmesine ayrica yardim eder. Yedi tepe,
iki, hatta Hali¢’le ti¢ deniz, bir y1gin perspektiv imkani ve nihayet daima lodosla
poyraz arasinda kalmasindan gelen bir y18in 151k oyunu bu eserleri her an birbirinden
cok baska, cok degisik sekillerde karsimiza ¢ikartir” (p. 137).

As a matter of fact, Tanpinar repeatedly refers to the fact that Istanbul was an
imperial city. It is a fundamental feature of it, determining how it looks, and how it
makes its readers feel. Tanpinar focuses on the mosques in the following part, which also
provides a Muslim city attribution to Istanbul, with references to the historical moments
during the Ottoman Empire, Tanpinar provides an alternative translation of the city as
the site of an imperial history:

“Her sehir ti¢, dort yiiz senede bir degisir. Eger medeniyet doniimleri i¢in ortaya
atilan nazariye dogru ise bu degisiklik bes asir icinde tam bir devir yapar ve eskiden
pek az sey kalir. Bu itibarla biitiin hatiralarin tam muhafazasi imkansizdir. Fakat biz
en yakin zamanlar1 da ayni sekilde kaybettik. III. Selim’in silahtarlarina yazdirdigi
Sahilname’lerdeki yalilar, ne de II. Mahmud’un Anadolu kiyisinda yaptigi binislerde
ugradigr Uskiidar semtlerindeki yali ve konaklar kaldi [...] Yeni bir zevkle yapilmis
ve dosenmis, eskilerden cok baska sekilde kibar hayatlarini, biitiin bir hatiralar
silsilesinden bildigimiz Tanzimat yillari, koskleri ve konaklar1 da ayn1 sekilde gitti.
[...][...] Oyle ki bugiin disaridan gériinen manzarasiyla hasta bir Istakoza benzeyen
Mesruta Yali ile Kanlica’da bulunan ve Léle Devri’ne kadar ¢iktig1 sdylenen Kadri
Cenani Bey Yalis1 ve Emirgan’daki Mirgiin yalisinin pargasi, Akbiyik’ta simdi polis
karakolu olan Hamami Ismail Dedenin evinin harem kismu, Siitliice’nin iistiinde Seyh
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Galib’in evi oldugu sdylenen biiyiik ve harap konak gibi birkag eser istisna edilirse
eski devirlere ait hemen hemen pek az sey bulabiliriz” (165).

In addition to several districts narrated in the book, Tanpinar uses Beyoglu as a
representation of a particular life, its transformation through history, providing a glimpse
of entertainment habits of the people of the city in the period. It is a criticism of the
period with respect to the young receiving education in Europe, and bringing their new
habits with them to the city. Beyoglu as a site, adopting and adapting these changes,
reconstructs and re-destructs the image of Istanbul:

“Beyoglu’ndaki gece hayati, Abdiilmecid devrinde bir iki tirkek hareket ve tesebbiisle
bagslar ve yavas yavas tiyatrodan kafesantana, otele ve Avrupali lokantaya, birahanelere
dogru genisler. Gerard de Nerval’in, hattd Theophile Gautier’'nin Misemer’in
bahsettikleri Beyoglu gece hayati daha ziyade ecnebi ve yerli azinliklarin hayatiydi
[...] Ve Beyoglu, sehrin hayatina yapici ve yikici ¢ehreleriyle girer. Tiyatrosu ile
birdenbire parlayan semt, Abdiilaziz devrinde biiyiik otellerin, magazalarin, zenginler
icin kibar Avrupa terzilerinin fakirler i¢in hazir elbise magazalarinin ve her simnif halk
icin Paris ve Avrupa ithalati bir yigin eglencenin, alafranga konserlerin, sohretsiz
muganniye ve rakkaselerin goz alict kosesi olur” (181).

As stated above, considering the vastness of the content of the text (Istanbul), any
translation of it would be partial. In the context of Tanpinar’s narration, the history of
changing the borders of the city enables its reading as different narrations. In one of these
instances Istanbul is narrated through music. The nature of the city constitutes the core
of the musical harmony, voicing the gloom and despair of the city through musical notes
with the reflection of Bosporus:

“Dede’nin musikisinde Istanbul peyzajmin ve Bogazigi’nin daima hissesi vardur.
Hatta diyebiliriz ki bir evvelki devirden itibaren dis aleme agilan musikimiz asil zaferi
onunla idrak eder. Fakat yanilmamali, Garp’ta yetisen esitleri gibi o peyzaji ve hemen
her sdylemek istedigini istedigi, gibi veremez. Eski musikimiz insan sesinin tabii
isaretiyle konusur. Ne hususi liigati, ne de tam bir sentaksi vardir. Kudreti de, zaafi da
buradadir” ( 206).

Also, the atmosphere of the period Tanpinar lived is quite determinative in his
Istanbul translation. He expresses that the city on the edge of a war, which might bring
anything in the end is in a condition of uncertainty. The city is looking forward to its
renaissance; nevertheless, Tanpinar is quite cautious about the impact of the past and
its importance in this awakening process. He clearly states that the city is the spatial
foreground of the history to perform its act:

“Tabiat bir ¢ergeve, bir sahnedir. Bu hasret onu kendi aktérlerimizle ve havamizla
doldurmamizi miimkiin kilar. Fakat bu icki ne kadar lezzetli, tesirleri ne kadar derin
olursa olsun, Tiirk cemiyetinin yeni bir hayatin esiginde oldugunu unutturamaz.
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Bizzat Istanbul’un kendisi de bu hayatin ve kendisine yeni kiymetler yaratacak yeni
zamanin pesinde sabirsizlaniyor” ( 212).

Lastly, differently from what is attributed to Tanpinar’s narration of Istanbul, defined
as a melancholic state of being, the following passage might be read as an alternate
interpretation. Despite his concerns for the inbetweenness, the confusion identity
definition, the longing for the home overwhelming the period, Tanpinar sounds quite
optimistic of the future. As for the final lines of the text given below, is it at all possible to
read them as a call for carpe diem for the people of Istanbul? In my opinion, the answer
is “yes”.

“En biiylik meselemiz budur; mazi ile nerede ve nasil baglanacagiz, hepimiz bir suur
ve benlik buhraninin ¢ocuklariyiz, hepimiz Hamlet’ten daha keskin bir “olmak veya
olmamak™ davasi i¢inde yastyoruz. Onu benimsedik¢e hayatimiza ve eserimize daha
yakindan sahip olacagiz. [...] Bizzat Istanbul’un kendisi de bu hayatin ve kendisine
yeni kiymetler yaratacak yeni zamanin pesinde sabirsizlaniyor. Bizim yapacagimiz
yeni, miistahsil ve canli bugiiniin riizgarina kendimizi teslim etmektir. O bizi giizelle
iyinin, suurla hiilyanin el ele verecegi caliskan ve mesut bir diinyaya gotiirecektir” (
214).

3.2. Translation of Istanbul in Huzur by Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar
Huzur is a novel of love between Miimtaz and Nuran. In Huzur, Istanbul is the
determinative element with respect to spatial and temporal conditions in the construction
of the narration. The time is pre-war day, bringing about a number of changes and
possibilities to lives of the people in the city. As for the space, the protagonist of Tanpinar,
Miimtaz, along with Nuran and Suat scroll around the streets of Istanbul, within different
districts. The sites they are seen in the novel are mostly within the borders of the Old
Peninsula, with references to its historical context. The streets of Istanbul provide the
background of the story, which are chosen in accordance with the emotional conditions
of the characters. Districts of Istanbul are associated with Nuran within the mind of the
protagonist Miimtaz, and they remind him of her while walking in the streets of the city.
The city serves as a concreted substitute for the beloved women in the narration:
“Miimtaz, yan sokaklardan birine sapti. Miimtaz, bir yaz evvel bu sokaklarda, belki
bugiinkiilerden birinde, Nuran’la dolastigini, Kocamustafapasa’y1, Hekimalipasa’y1
gezdiklerini diisiinliyordu [...] Yedisehitlene kadar geldigini gordii. Fatih sehitleri,
kiiciik tas lahitlerde yan yana uyuyorlardi. Sokak tozlu ve dardi. Yalniz sehitlerin
bulundugu yerde meydanimsi bir sey genisliyordu [...] Bir zamanlar Hekimoglu Ali
Pasa’nin konagi bulunan bir mahallede bu hayat dokiintiisii evler, bu fakir kiyafet, bu
tiirkii ona garip diigiinceler veriyordu” (22-23).

Firstly, the “gloomy image” of Istanbul with an emphasis on the poor districts
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is used to depict the atmosphere of the period, the country on the edge of a war with
references to the emotions of the characters:
“Sefil, perisan mahalleler, yoksulluk yiiziinden bir insan ¢ehresini andiran eski evler
arasindan gegiyordu. Etrafinda bir y1gin perisan ve hasta yiizlii insan vardi. Herkes
nesesizdi. Herkes yarini, biiyiik kiyameti diisiiniiyordu. Bari, su hastalik olmasaydi.
Ya kendisini de cagirirlarsa, Thsan’1 hasta birakarak gitmege mecbur kalirsa? (24).

Secondly, the theme of “inbetweenness” overwhelms the general narration of
Istanbul in Tanpmar’s work. The character of the present day frequently finds himself
in the past in the mood of daydreaming, where he in a way demonstrates his longing
for the past, focusing on certain images, which is the bazaar in this case. The elements
he chooses refer to Eastern characteristics of Istanbul, the capital of a former empire,
representing the city as a locus of synthesis:

“Burada hayatin, taklidi gli¢ olan, tenimize yapismadan ve i¢imize yerlesmeden
yanasmiyan iki ucu birlesirdi. Gergek fukaralikla, gercek debdebe veya artig1... Adim
basinda modast gegmis zevk kirintilarina, nerede ve nasil devam ettigi bilinmeyen
biiyiik ve eski ananelerin son pargalarma beraberce rastlanirdi. Eski Istanbul, gizli
Anadolu, hatta mirasinin son dokiintiileriyle imparatorluk, bu dar, igige diikkanlarin
birinde en umulmadik sekilde ve birden parlardi [...] eski sark degildi, yeni de degildi.
Belki iklimini degistirmis zamansiz hayatt1” (46).

Haydi ¢ocuklar!.. dedi. Garpli, bizi, ancak diinya vatandasi oldugumuzu hatirladigimiz
zaman tatmin ediyor. Hulasa, ¢ogumuz seyahat eder gibi, benligimizden kagar gibi
okuyoruz. Mesele burada. Halbuki kendimize mahsus yeni bir hayat sekli yaratmak
devrindeyiz” ( 97).

Furthermore, Tanpinar is a good observer of the struggle to become westernized,
experienced in the city. He refers to the transformative nature of the ‘“Westernization”
process, as well as dealing with the synthesis of the local with the foreign, which seems
odd at the first sense and narrated through the depiction of the Spice Bazaar:

“Sahaflari¢i tenhayd:r [...] fakat sark, hicbir yerde hatta mezarinda bile katiksiz
olamazdi. Kahve fali ile Momsen’in Roma hayali, Payot edisyonunun artiklartyle
Karakin Efendi’nin balikgilik kitabi, baytarlik, modern kimya, ilmi remil, sanki insan
kafasinin biitiin diizensizligi bu ¢arsida birdenbire teshir edilmesi icap ediyormus
gibi birbirine karigtyordu [...] dyle hep bir arada bakilinca insan sadece zihni bir
hazimsizligin eserleri gibi goriilen garip bir halita. Miimtaz bu halitanin yiiz senelik
bir didinme, durmadan bir gomlek degistirme i¢inde oldugunu biliyordu” (51).

Among the depictions of different districts of Istanbul, the Bosporus is a

representative of the change of civilization, which is repeatedly expressed by Tanpinar.
He associates this part of Istanbul with improvement, social and economic development,
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providing an image of the city, differently from the general gloomy atmosphere. He
also associates the Bosporus with the identity of the people of Istanbul, relating their
emergence with one another. The site reveals a particular life style, which might be read
as an alternative translation of the city based on a certain district. This variation might be
read as different translations of the city within the same narration:
“O basindan beri Istanbul’la yasamis, onun zengin oldugu zamanlarda zengin olmus,
carsl ve pazarini kaybedip fakir diistiigii zamanlarda fakir olmus, zevki degistigi
zaman, kendi icine ¢ekilmis, hayatinda ge¢mis modalart elinden geldigi kadar
muhafaza etmis, hulasa bir medeniyeti kendine ait bir macera gibi yasamis bir yerdi”
(123).

Furthermore, the protagonist’s definition of Istanbul seems to be limited to the
Walled City, that is, the word “Istanbul” is used to refer to a certain part of Istanbul
rather than the whole city, which can be read as an indicative of a partial translation of
the vast text (Istanbul): Emirgan’a geldikleri giinden beri bu korku i¢lerindeydi. Nuran
yerinden kalkt1; onun yanma geldi. -Artik Istanbul’a dénelim, hem yarin! olmaz mi?
-Inelim! (p. 351).

Istanbul is also depicted as a locus of a “utopia”, a new world order in the novel. The
political atmosphere leads the characters get involved in a quest for an alternative way of
living. They become aware of this need as a result of a comparison with the past and the
present. The desire for an ideal world might also be an indicative of the hidden hopeful
voice of the character in contrast with the fundamental theme of the novel, despair:
“Bence bu yeni masali yaratacak olan bizim maziyi inkarimiz veya bu isteki yaratma
irademiz degildir. Olsa olsa yeni bir hayatin hizidir” (p. 98).

“Ben litopyadan bahsetmiyorum... fakat bakir tiirkiiler istiyorum. Diinyay1 yeni gozle
ormek istiyorum. Bunu sade Tiirkiye igin istemiyorum, diinya igin istiyorum. Yeni
dogan insanin teganni edilmesini istiyorum. -Adalet istiyorsun, hak istiyorsun” (99).

Tanpiar demonstrates his affinity to the past, the Ottoman Empire with a history
of seven centuries. This demonstrates the main agenda of the author and his narration of
Istanbul, which is constructing an image of the city as a continuum of the empire as the
background of the novel. The impacts of this affiliation are expressed in the following
pages of the book:

“Clinkl hayatta bir bakima gore hersey birbirinin aynidir. Disi kanguru yavrusunu
karnindaki torbada gezdirir, diyorlar. Anadolu kadinlar1 ise giderken yeni dogmus
cocuklarini arkalarina sararlar. Sen Fatma’y:r kafanda gezdiriyorsun. -Ben yine
¢ocugumla mesguliim... fakat sen yedi asrin dliisiiyle! ( 186).

In this framework, the concept of Daiissila (the longing for home) is also recurrent

theme of Tanpinar in his conception of Istanbul. With its historical background city serves
as a reminder of the past to the protagonist with various referents to former traditions:
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“Ertesi giin Rum Mehmed Pasa Camii ile Ayazma Camii’ni ve Semsipasa taraflarini
yayan dolastilar. Birkag giin sonra Selimiye Kislasi’nin etrafinda kizgin giines altinda
basibos gezdiler. Istanbul>da agilan ilk hendesi caddeleri, o cazip ve mazi hulyas1 adl
sokaklar1, Istanbul aksamlarinin hakiki ziyafet sofralar gibi gordiikge, garip bir mazi
daussilasi onu yakaliyordu.” (180).

Moreover, Istanbul is presented as the arena of buhran (depression) of the civilization
and the culture. The economic and social conditions determine the reading of the city
in a wide range of areas, from entertainment to art, from morality to conception of the
future. The city also constitutes the site of the discussion on freedom and its reflection
on the religious ideas, associating it with the East. Tanpinar’s tone is quite critical of
the period he lived in and he is concerned with the future of the country. Regarding the
political context of the time, it would be seen that they are determinative elements of the
reflections in the minds of the characters in the novel:

“Sark hi¢bir zaman hiir olmamistir. O daima siki kadrolar iginde adeta anarsist bir
fertcilikte kalmistir. Hirriyetten o kadar ¢abuk vazgeceriz ki... ve her vesile ile.
-Ben asil temelden bahsediyorum. Sarkta, bilhassa miisliman sarkta cemiyet bu
hiirriyet fikri iizerinde kurulur. Mesela biz. iki yiiz seneye yakin bir zamandir, hayati
miidafaalarla yasiyoruz. Boyle bir cemiyette bir nevi kale nizami1 kendiliginden dogar.
Bugiin hiirriyet mefhumunu kaybetmissek sebebi muhasara altinda yasadigimiz
icindir” (303).

The city is the site where one attaches himself/herself as well, defining his/her
existence via clanging on a spatial framework. The need to belong somewhere/something
is a universal human reality and it might be an object, a street, or a district. Within the
vein of this narration, the protagonist creates bonds with a district around Vezneciler
and Beyazit with a mixture of his childhood memories and current scene of life there,
demonstrating where he situates himself in the city: “Bizim semt...- diye diisiindii. Biitiin
cocuklugu bu cadde ile etrafindaki sokaklardan ona dogru geliyordu. -Bir mahallesi, bir
evi, itiyatlari, dostlar1 olmak, onlarla beraber yasamak ve onlarin icinde 6lme” (p. 411).

Finally, in accordance with his efforts to create a certain reception of the West,
frequent use of the word “Sark” (East) in relation to the country in general, and of the city
in particular, within the novel refers to the fact that Istanbul is also seen as a part of the
East by Tanpinar. This quotation is also demonstrative of the “hope” of the protagonist
differently from the hegemonic gloom of narration:

“Sark, dedi. Camim sark. Disaridan miskin, budala, caresiz, fakir... Fakat icinden
hi¢ aldanmamaga karar vermis... Bir medeniyet icin bundan daha giizel ne olabilir?
Insanlari iglerinden tatmin etmegi ne zaman dgrenecegiz? Ne zaman bu -hosca bak
zatianin manasini anliyacaklar? -Sark anlamis miydi sanki... -Anlasin, anlamasin...
Soylemisti ya” (p. 406).
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3.3.Translation of Istanbul in Istanbul- Hatiralar ve Sehir by Orhan Pamuk
Istanbul, Hatiralar ve Sehir is an essay on Istanbul within the background of the
autobiography of Orhan Pamuk. Differently from other works, analyzed within the
scope of this paper, this book is highly elaborated with pictures of Istanbul from a variety
of periods. These black and white pictures create an atmosphere in the book determining
the reception of the city from the very beginning, a dark one. As for the narrator of this
account, it would not be wrong to claim that Pamuk uses multi-narrators. That is Istanbul
is depicted through the eyes of a child in the first sections, whereas the narrator turns into
a grown-up man in the following parts with certain flashbacks and flashforwards.
Firstly, Pamuk precisely puts forth the impact of the Istanbul on the characteristics
of the people, creating a natural bond between the city and the people who live in it. This
serves as a preliminary stage in the narration of Pamuk, who provides a detailed account
of his life in relation to the transformation of the city in the following pages:
“Conrad, Nabokov, Naipaul gibi basariyla dil, millet, kiiltiir, memleket, kita, hatta
uygarlik gistirerek yazan yazarlar var. Onlarin yaratict kimlikleri siirginden ya da
gdcten nasil gii¢ almigsa, benim de hep ayni eve, sokaga, manzaraya ve sehre baglanip
kalmamin da beni belirledigini biliyorum. Istanbul’a bu baghlik, sehrin kaderinin de
insanin karakteri olmasi demek” (p. 14).

Secondly, Pamuk interprets the imperial history of the city as a cause of feelings of
inferiority, loss and gloom over the city, which he frequently repeats throughout the book:
“Osmanli Devleti’nin yikiminimn Istanbul’a verdigi eziklik, kayip ve hiiziin duygusu bir
baska bahaneyle ve biraz gecikmis de olsa, en sonunda bizleri de bulmustu” (p. 24). In
this vein, he is quite critical towards the idea of Westernization in the superficial sense.
The thing he is against is not the Westernization process in the daily lives of the people,
but the fact that it was not constructed on sound basis:

“Oturma odalariin ev sakinlerinin vakitlerini huzurla gecirebilecekleri rahat mekanlar
olarak degil, ne zaman gelecegi hi¢ bilinmeyen kimi hayali ziyaretgiler i¢in kurulmus
birer kii¢iik miize gibi diizenlenmesinin arkasinda elbette Batililasma meraki vardi [ ...]
Dinin taleplerinden kurtulmanin disinda Batililasmanin ne ise yarayacagi ¢ok fazla
bilinmedigi icin, salonlarin ¢ok az dokunulan Batililagma ve zenginlik simgelerinin,
kasvetli (ve bazan siirsel) bir eklemeci ruhla sergilendigi mekanlar olarak kullanilmasi
elli yilda yalmz Istanbul’a degil, biitiin Tiirkiye’ye yayildi ve televizyonlarin evlere
girmesiyle 1970’lerin sonunda unutulmaya baslandi” (p. 18).

Pamuk vividly depicts the changing sillohuette of the city within a century with
references to historical structures along with the changing profile of the public. In this
vein, a newly emerging section of the society with a rich and conservative Muslim image
emphasis is depicted as follows:

“Kenar mahallenin Batililagmis, halis Tiirk ve Miisliiman yanini vurgulamak isteyen
muhafazakar yazarlar, burada pasanin iktidarinin ve pasaliginin sorgulanmadigi,
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ailesinin ve maiyetinin tére ve geleneklere (tabii ki bunlar algakgoniilliiliik, itaatkarlik
ve kanaatkarlik idi) bagliliklarinin 6ne ¢ikarildigir bir Osmanli cenneti kurdular.
Osmanli kiiltiiriiniin, Batililasmis cumhuriyetci orta sinif zevklerine aykirt gelecek
harem, ikinci-liclincii kari, pasanin dayak giicii, cariye gibi 6geleri yumusatilip
ehlilestirilirken, pasalar ve ¢ocuklart da olduklarindan daha modern gosterildi” (p.
246).

Strolling within the districts of Istanbul such as Tepebasi, Cihangir, Galata, and
Fatih, the hegemonic feeling of the city is -as a frequent attribution to Istanbul- hiiziin
[gloom]: “Sehrin ayrilmaz bir pargasi olan hiiziin duygusunu vurgulayan ve Istanbullular
tarafindan bir kader gibi paylasildig1 i¢in, yeniden, yeniden iiretilen bu siyah-beyaz
havasini daha iyi anlamak i¢in” (p. 36). If one was to name the color of Pamuk’s Istanbul,
it would certainly be a quite dark one. The following passage reveals the internalized
gloom and the melancholy of the narrator, identifying himself with the city he lived and
depicted:

“Istanbulyun yeterince modern olmadigini, yoksulluk ve sefaletinden kurtulmasinin,
iizerindeki yenilgi duygusunu atmasmin daha ¢ok zaman alacagmi umutsuzlukla
anltyor, kendi hayatim ve sehrim konusunda kederleniyordum da denebilir. Yasim
ilerledikge, biitiin Istanbul’un hem tevekkiille, hem de gururla sahiplendigi hiiziin,
benim ruhuma da boyle siziyordu iste” (p. 303).

Pamuk also refers to the concept of inbetweenness within the framework of the
city narration. According to Pamuk, one cannot know where to situate his feelings at
first sight in Istanbul, because it is both the site of the ruins of a glorious empire and
the locus of a great number of natural and architectural beauties: “Sehir, halkinin bakig
acisina gore, orada yasayanlara bazan fazla Dogulu, bazan fazla Batili goziikerek hafif
bir huzursuzluk ve tam oraya ait olamama endisesi verir” (p. 243). According to Pamuk,
the inbetween condition of the people who do not know where to situate their identity
does not always lead to a negative conclusion. Sometimes it is this uncertainity neither
belonging to the East nor to the West that makes certain writers create their unique
Istanbul in their narrations:

“Istanbul’'un tuhafligiyla Sviinmenin tuhafligina diismemek icin Kogu’nun
ansiklopedisinin yarida kalmasinin ve «basarisizligininy nedeninin, hiiziinli
yazarimizin Batili anlama ve siniflama ustllerine yeterince hakim olamamast, yeterince
Batili olmamast oldugunu diisiindiigiimiizde de, aslinda onu tam da bu nedenlerden,
«basarisizhig» sayesinde sevdigimizi hatirlariz. istanbul Ansiklopedisi’ni -ya da dért
hiiziinlii yazarin eserlerini- yarim biraktiran, basarisizliga ugratan sey, bu yazarlarin
sonuna kadar Batili olamamalaridir. Ama sehrin kendisini ve manzaralarini bagka bir
gozle farkedebilecek kadar da geleneksel kimlikten siyrilmislar, Batili olmak igin en
sonunda kendilerini Bati ile Dogu arasinda birakan geri doniissiiz bir yolculuga da
cesaretle ¢ikmiglardir. Kogu’nun ve diger {i¢ hiiziinlii yazarin eserlerinin en “gtizel”
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ve derin sayfalari, bedeli yalnizlik, 6diilii 6zgiinliik olan bu iki diinya arasinda kalmis
sayfalardir “(p. 162).

In addition, with a realistic approach to the city, Pamuk classifies districts, streets
according to the levels of income of the people. Among these parts, the one attributing
Cihangir a comperatively poor image is quite surprising. Considering the current situation
of Cihangir, it reveals how the city changes within time. He also attributes a particular
characteristic to the cemeteries of the city, describing them as the demonstration of the
dead glorious history of the city, which was on the edge of becoming extinct: “Sehrin
ve hayatin i¢cindeki mezar taglarinin, tipki yavas yavas unutulan dliilerin hatiralar: gibi,
eskidikce topraga batip kaybolduklarini sanki ilk o farketmisti” (p. 274). Throught the
book, Pamuk makes several references to well-known figures of Turkish literature among
whom are Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar, Yahya Kemal, Ahmet Rasim, Abdiilhak Sinasi etc.,
inviting an intertextual reading. He pays tribute to these names, defining them Istabul
lover-writers. That he states that each have a different image of Istanbul in their writings,
once again reveal the possibility of multiple translations of the city, reading it as an open
text:

“Bu yasama sevinci, mizah duygusu ve yazma zevki Ahmet Rasim’i Istanbul
yazarlarinin en biiyiiklerinden biri yapti. Romanci Tanpinar, sair Yahya Kemal ya da
hatiract Abdiilhak Sinasi Hisar’in ‘yikim’ yiiziinden kapildiklari hiiznii, Ahmet Rasim
bitip tiikenmeyen enerjisi, iyimserligi ve nesesiyle dengelemeyi, bir kenara 06l¢iiyle
koymay bildi. Biitiin Istanbulsever yazarlar gibi, tarihle ilgilenmesine, tarih kitaplar
da yazmasina ragmen, hiiziin ve kayip duygusunu dengelemeyi bildigi i¢in, gegmiste
‘kayip bir altin ¢ag’ aramadi” (p. 130).

Quite differently from Tanpinar, Pamuk do not use the pronoun “we” when he
mentions of the Ottoman Empire. He seems to be setting certain borders between his
identity and the Ottoman history in an alienated approach, representing the temporal
framework and ideological stance as a determinative of the identity construction:

“Bizans’1 fethedip yok eden Osmanli bile ¢ok arkada kalmis gibi gelirdi bana.
Bizler onlardan sonra Istanbul’a gelen “yeni uygarligin” ilk kusagiydik. Resat Ekrem
Kogu’nun tuhafliklarini anlattigi Osmanlilarin hi¢ olmazsa bizimkine benzer adlar
vardi. Bizanslilar ise Fetih ile birlikte yok olmuslardi “(p. 164).

Along with the people’s struggle to situate their identity in the West, Pamuk also
mentions of journeys of famous travelers to Istanbul. What is interesting in these
references is that they travel to Istanbul as part of their “journeys to the East”, revealing
the artificiality of the namings as East and the West, on the one side a resident of Istanbul
defines himself as Western, on the other side a foreigner travels to Istanbul to see a site
of the East:

“Ama Nerval 1843 Istanbul’unda kendi melankolisine degil de, onu unutturacak
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seylere dikkat eder. Zaten Dogu yolculuguna ruhsal acilarini arkada birakmak, en
azindan bunlart kendinden ve g¢evresinden gizlemek i¢in ¢ikmisti [...] Yenilginin,
yoksullugun ve Bati karsisinda zay1f diismenin darbesini heniiz yememis Istanbul’un
da saire hiizlin duygusunu beslemek icin yeterince goriintli vermedigini diisiinebiliriz”
(p. 248).

Pamuk, as an Istanbulite and as a writer of Istanbul, is quite self-reflexive about his
own positioning within the city. He does not deny the inevitable impact of Westernization
in his personal and professional habitus, and criticizes the lack of original/indigenous
archives on the historical account of life in Istanbul:

“Benim 6zel konumum, Batililasma sonucu Istanbullu okurlarm ve yazarlarn, (ve
belki de artik biitiin diinyanin kacinilmaz olan Batililagsmasi sonucu) diinyanin Bati
disindaki biitlin sehirlerinde yasayanlarin ¢ok da 6zel olmayan konumudur. Yasadigim
sehrin benden énceki kusaklara nasil goziiktiigiiniin, yani Istanbul hayatinin giinliigiinii
ve hatira defterini yabancilar tutmustur” (p. 227).

Attributing various representative features to different districts of Istanbul, Pamuk
interestingly spares particular emphasis on Eylip, which is presented as a site of an
unaffected image of the East in Istanbul. Eyiip is where Pamuk finds the depiction of
the East in his mind with the mixture of several elements as a mechanism of synthesis.

Finally, as the protagonist of this autobiographic literary account, Pamuk concludes
his Istanbul picture with his affinity to its darkness, melancholy and the “hiizlin”, with
which he defines the city he lives in and the feelings inside him as reflections of the city,
Istanbul:

“Mutsuzluk, 6tke ve keder anlarinda niye gece yarisi sehir sokaklarinda yiiriiyecegimi
hayal etmekten hoslaniyordum? Niye Istanbul’un turistlerin sevdigi, kartpostallara
basilan o giinliik giineslik manzaralarin1 degil de yar1 karanlik arka sokaklarim,
aksamiistlerini, soguk kis gecelerini, solgun sokak lambalarinin 15181 altinda hayal
meyal secilen yar1 gdlge insanlarini ve artik herkesin unutmakta oldugu parke taslt
manzaralarini ve tenhaligini seviyordum?” (p. 228).

3.4. Translation of Istanbul in Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik

Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik is also a book of love between Mevlut and Rayiha. Mevlut
moves to Istanbul with his father to study and work when he was a child and Rayiha
comes to Istanbul after he marries to Mevlut. The book is rich in characters, each of
whom speaks in the novel on their own rights, making the book a novel with multi-
narrators. The story takes place in Istanbul. The period is between the 1960s and the
2000s.The protagonist, Mevlut sells yoghurt and boza in the streets, enabling Pamuk to
provide a close and detailed reading of the city with its streets in the backyards along
with a transformation history of Istanbul on the basis of “Westernization” in general
and of “squatting” in particular. Pamuk narrates the story in sections, some of which are
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dedicated to certain districts, leading the text to be read as a direct translation of the city.
translation of the city.

Firstly, that Pamuk follows a chronological order in general with flashbacks and
flashforwards in certain parts, enables the reader have an ordered account of the changes
in Istanbul. The following passage is a scene from 1950s, with references to the Ottoman
period:

“Sicakta hizla eksiyip bozuldugu icin eski Istanbul’da, Osmanli zamaninda boza kigin
diikkanlarda satilirdi. Cumhuriyet’in kuruldugu 1923 yilinda Istanbul’daki bozaci
diikkanlar1 Alman birahanelerinin etkisiyle ¢oktan kapanmis. Ama bu geleneksel
ickiyi Mevlut gibi satan saticilar sokaklardan hi¢ eksik olmadi. Boza 1950’lerden
sonra kis aksamlari, parke tast kapli yoksul ve bakimsiz sokaklarda “bozaa” diye
bagira bagira ilerleyen ve bizlere gecmis yiizyillari, kayip giizel giinleri hatirlatan
saticilarin isiydi yalnizca” (p. 27).

While, the quote below is a scene from the 1970s’ Beyoglu. Differently from other
narrations of Istanbul, probably as a result of the protagonist’s stance, this translation
provides a closer picture of Istanbul. That is, rather than general looks of the districts,
Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik includes the structure of the streets, grounds etc., the character is
so much in the city that one might claim that the city acts like a character in the city, as
the best friend of protagonist Mevlut:

“Mesela, evine en yakin ve kalabalik mahalle olan Beyoglu! On bes yil dnce,
1970’lerin sonunda Beyoglu’'nun arka sokaklarinda miizikli salas gazinolar,
pavyonlar ve yar1 gizli randevuevleri hala agikken oralarda gece yarisina kadar satis
yapabiliyordu Mevlut. Sobayla isitilan bodrumlarda, pavyonlarda hem sarkicilik
hem konsomatrislik yapan kadinlar, onlarin hayranlari, Anadolu’dan gelip alisveris
yaptiktan sonra pavyonlarda bir konsomatrislere igcki 1smarlayan orta yaslt bryikli
yorgun erkekler, bir pavyon masasinda kadinlara yakin oturmay biiyilik bir eglence
olarak goren Istanbul’un en son garibanlar1 ya da Arap ve Pakistanli erkek turistler,
garsonlar, korumalar, kapicilar Mevlut’tan gece yaris1 bile boza alirdi. Ama son on
yilda, bu sehirde hep oldugu gibi degisiklik cininin sihirli dokunusuyla biitiin bu doku
kaybolmus, o insanlar girmis, Osmanli ve Avrupa tarzi alaturka-alafranga sarkilar
sOyleyen o eglence yerleri kapatilmis, yerlerine mangalda ¢op sis-Adana kebap yenen,
raki igilen, giiriiltilii yerler agilmigti” (p. 29).

Secondly, with all the references to the districts of Istanbul, in this work Pamuk
allocates the leading role to the streets of Istanbul in accordance with the plot of the
novel, where the protagonist is a street vendor, talking to the streets as if they were
living things: “Ciinkii boza ta eskiden, ecdadimizdan kalan bir seydir. Bu gece Istanbul
sokaklarinda kirk tane bozaci bile yoktur” (p. 35). Differently from other narrations of
the city, Beyoglu in general and Tarlabasi in particular have a particular place for the
protagonist. The elaboration on Tarlabasi with an emphasis on the rich texture of its
demography and structure, where the Jews and Greeks. The coffee house in the following
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passage in Beyoglu is the site where all the news related to the city were discussed within
the people of low income social classes, with a focus on the things going on in Beyoglu
and Tarlabas streets:
“Mevlut o yemeklerdeki sohbetleri severdi. Sofraya Marlboro satan bir tombalac,
Beyoglu sokaklarinda neler dondiigiinii ¢ok iyi bile emekli bir polis, ya da komsu
fotografcinin ¢irag otiirii, fiyatlarin siirekli yiiklenmesi, Spor Toto, kagak sigara
ve yabanci igki satanlara yapilan baskinlar, Ankara’daki en son siyasi gelismeler,
Istanbul sokaklarindaki polis ve belediye denetimleri gibi seyler konugulurdu” (p. 67).

What is more, as an important theme of the whole book “squatting” serves as the
locus of the transformation of the city in years. The squatter houses are with which the
characters define themselves and create bonds to meet their need to belong somewhere
in the city: “Ev bir gece konduydu. Babasi bu kelimeyi bu yerin ilkelligine, sefaletine
ofkelendigi zaman kullaniyor, 6fkeli degilse —ki bu ¢ok seyrekti buraya Mevlut’un da
hissettigi bir sefkatle daha ¢ok ‘ev’ diyordu” (p. 52). The depiction of Pamuk is so vivid
in this book that it might well be read as an historical account of the alterations the city
has experienced. The following excerpt is a real-life portrayal reflected in a work of
fiction, strenghten with the use of real street names, blurring the distinctions between the
reality and imagined world, providing a documentary reading in a literary work:

“Iki bina agagida bir evin ikinci katina yerlesmis iranli ir aile vardi. Bu evi Amerika’ya
goc etmeden dnce konsolosluktan vize alana kadar Istanbul da kalacaklari gegici bir
yer olarak kiralamislard: ti¢ y1l 6nce deprem gecesi herkes dairesinden korkuyla
sokaklara firlaymca Mevlut Iranhlarin kii¢iik dairesinde yirmiye yakin kisinin
kaldigin1 hayretle gérmiistii. Tarlabasinin bir yerden digerine giderken kalinan gegici
bir konak olmasi fikrine de alisiyordu artik (p. 421).

The theme of immigration seems to have played a prominent role in the Istanbul
narration of Pamuk. He provides vivid glimpses of the demographic features of the city
with references to the daily habits of men and female, who immigrated to Istanbul as a
site of new civilization:

“Her iki tepede erkeklerin yarisi gece uyurken mavi cubuklu pijama giyer, diger yarisi
da hig pijama giymez mevsime gore kollu kolsuz eski bir atlet {izerine gomlek yelek
ya da kazak ile idare ederdi. Her iki tepede yasayan kadinlarin yiizde doksan yedisi
tipk1 analarinin kdyde yaptigi gibi sokaga cikarken baslarini orterlerdi” (p. 101).

The protagonist is not tied to an only district; Pamuk narrates his story within the
background of several other districts such as Eminonii, Sisli, Ferikdy, Harbiye etc. These
places are narrated as sites affected by the flux of people coming from other cities and
changing the silhouette of Istanbul, and it’s not only the city but also the residents of the
city who are affected by these changes:

“Yandaki Imrenler koyiinden becerikli ve gii¢lii kuvvetli Beton kardesler, Beyoglu
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Taksim civarindaki biitiin lokanta ve biifeleri tek Pazar olarak ele gegirmeye baglamisti.
Mevlut babasindan devraldig1 sokaklarda, Ferikdy ve Harbiye’de eski miisterilerini
kaybetmemek i¢in fiyat indiriyor, yeni dostluklar kuruyordu. Ortaokuldan tanidigi
Erzincanli bir cocuk Pangalti’da ¢ok ayran tiiketen bir koftecide ¢aligmaya baslamisti.
Ferhat da bitigikteki bakkalin Maragh Kiirt Alevi sahiplerini tantyordu. Mevlut artik
sehirde biiyiidiigiinii hissediyordu” (p. 84).

Paying particular attention to iconic structures of the city, narrator makes historical
references to the late Ottoman period. In the same vein, the detailed depiction on the
structure of a mosque emerges as the representation of the existence of life in a certain
part of the city, referring to the fact that mosques might be determinative elements of life
in a Muslim society with their material and spiritual being, and constitute a prominent part
of the source text (i.e. the city): “O zaman bende dedim ki kendi kendime, ben 6yle bir
cami dikecegim ki Duttepe’nin {istiine, Nisantasi’ndaki Vali Konagindan, Taksim’deki
apartmanin tepesinden bakinca goriip anlayacaksin Duttepe’de Kiiltepe’de Giiltepe’de
Harmantepe’de yasayan var m1” (p. 96).

What differs the narration of Istanbul in this work from the former three literary
works is the living portrayal of the city. Namely, rather than providing a stagnated
representation, here the characters live in the city and narrate it simultaneously. Within
the story, the borders of the city changes in a very short time, and the characters as the
witnesses of these transformations express their personal experiences of the city in vivid
details, in a” condition of constant movement:

Gecen seneki savastan ve yanginlardan sonra Alevilerin ¢ogu mahalleyi alt1 ayda terk
etti. Bazilart uzaktaki diger tepelere Oktepe’ye baska bazilari da sehir disina Gazi
Mabhallesi’ne gitmisler. Yollar1 agik olsun. Hamit Bey de boylece Kiiltepe de yeni
ingaatlara giristi. Harmantepe de bir yeni ekmek firin1 daha agt1 “(p. 122).

Among the definitions of the characters of the city, there seems to be a distinction
between the center and the periphery. Considering the current borders of Istanbul, one
might easily argue that today, there is more than one center of the city. Nevertheless,
in the 1970s, the areas around Beyoglu are depicted as the centers of the city, whereas
the places, where the squatter houses raise, are claimed to be located in the periphery,
exemplifying the momentous translation of the city: “Sehrin merkezine Karakdy Taksim
civarlarindaki bir yere yerlesirsek daha ¢ok calisip daha ¢ok kazanabilecegimizi vakti-
mizi yollarda otobiislerle degil kaldirimlarda kalabaligin i¢inde para kazanarak gegire-
cegimizi disiindik” (p. 209).

The tension among the social classes of the society is remarkably delievered to the
reader. Rather than overt statements, the instances from the life of the protagonist precisely
creates the intended distinctive social structure, where the clichés and prototypical figures
would serve well for the sake of representations: “Daha sonra Sisli de Nigantas1 da baska
iki eve de Konya deyince Mevlana’yr sordular ama namaz kilmami hi¢ istemezlerdi
“namaz kiliyor musun” diye sorarlarsa hayir dememi Zeliha 6giitlemisti” (p. 237).
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The borders of the city would acome out as a matter of concern in the determination
of the ‘Old Istanbul’ and ‘New Istanbul”’ within the novel, where the latter is criticized
for the destruction of its peculiar, local features and losing its essence. As a matter
of an interesting fact, the evolving process of the inner worlds of the characters goes
hand in hand with the transformation of the city. While the overwhelming tone of the
gloomy incidences are related to the destroyal of the city; the miraculous success of
one of the characters in the novel, on the other hand, is associated with the construction
of a new bridge on Bosporus, which was a striking development in that period for the
people: “Siileyman yeni bir bogaz kopriisii daha yapiyorlarmis inanabiliyor musun?
- Inanilmayacak ne var biz de kdyden geldigimizde bunlar bir sey yapamaz gariban
yogurtcu diyorlardr diyerek, heyecanlanir Siileyman” (p. 251). The recurrent theme to
meet the need for belonging somewhere is also associated with the transformation of
Istanbul, and this process of change creates the feeling of alienation in the souls of its
residents, who feel out of place, and search for somewhere else to call ‘home’:

“Mevlut bundan sonra ne yapmasi gerektigini anlamaya calisirken artik bir de
“ev” sorunu oldugunu itiraf etti kendine. Tarlabasi’ndaki evde yalniz oldugu kadar
mahallede de yabanci hissediyordu kendini. Yirmi dort yildir yasadigi bu sokaklarin
yakinda bagka bir iilkeye doniismesinin kaginilmaz oldugunu goriiyor ve gelecegin
Tarlabasi’sinda yeri olmadigin1 biliyordu™ (p. 419).

Quoting from Baudelaire and Jean-Jacques Rousseau respectively, Pamuk is
quite self-reflexive about the transformatory nature of Islanbul, and the relation of the
protagonist Mevlut’s relation to the city leads one to compare him to a flaneur. Despite
the fact that he is a person of a low income, and the purpose of his journeys in the
streets is to earn money bread, the inner peace of the character, the tranquil he feels in
these streets might remind the reader an image of an Istanbul flaneur, regardless of the
characteristics of his life: “Ne yazik ki, bir sehrin sekli semaili, bir insanin kalbinden ¢ok
daha hizli degisir [...] Ben yalnizca yiiriirken diisiinebilirim. Durdugumda diisiincelerim
de durur, benim kafam bacaklarimla hareket eder” (p. 447).

4. Analytic comparison of the representative rranslations of Istanbul within
the literary works of Tanpinar and Pamuk

In this part, I will provide the key concepts of the literary works, above mentioned
in detail with respect to their different narrations of the same source text (i.e. Istanbul)
under the titles of spatiality, temporality and thematic focus with the motivation to
provide an overall review of the long depictions of the city represented in these works of
Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar and Orhan Pamuk.

4.1. Spatiality

The spatial background of all the works analyzed within this paper is Istanbul.
Nevertheless, the place spared for this city in these works of fiction and non-fiction varies.
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Namely, the importance of the city for the narrations provided is not of the same degree.
In Tanpinar’s works, while Istanbul is the leading element of Bes Sehir- Istanbul, the
image of Istanbul is less prominent in Huzur, providing the background of the narration.

In Pamuk’s works, on the other hand, Istanbul is the operative element of both
works, and the difference in the representation of Istanbul in his works lies in the stance
of the characters to the city. That is, in Istanbul Hatiralar ve Sehir, the city is narrated
with a distant point of view through the eyes of the author, whereas in Kafamda Bir
Tuhaflik, it is possible to find a closer picture of the city as the protagonist becomes one
with the city.

As for the parts of Istanbul mainly presented in these works, Bes Sehir- Istanbul
focuses on the depiction of a number of districts including Beyoglu, Bogazigi, Uskiidar,
Tarabya, Camlica, Kagithane, Emirgan as well as the areas within the Historical
Peninsula, whereas Huzur emphasizes the images of the Walled City, prominently,
Beyazit, Kocamustafapasa, Vezneciler, Emindnii and Cerrahpasa as well as Uskiidar,
Beylerbeyi, Bogazici and Kabatas.

While the spatial emphasis of Pamuk’s Istanbul Hatiralar ve Sehir concentrates
on Nisantasi, Sisli, Cihangir, Beyoglu, Tepebasi, Bogazici, Ferikdy as well as Fatih
and Eylip; Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik is based on newly emerging districts such as Duttepe,
Oktepe, Giiltepe, Kiiltepe, Harmantepe, Elmadag, Talimhane, Gazi Mahallesi as well as
Taksim, Tarlabasi, Beyoglu, Fatih-Carsamba, Sisli and Nisantasi.

The main sites, chosen in the narration change in the works, demonstrate the fact that
the city as an open text provides alternative translations with respect to its representation.
Differences among these sites derive from the varying social, political and historical
references they include. As for the places of fundamental concern in these works, Beyazit
and its vicinities serve as the locus of the literary activities in the period in relation to the
fact that the protagonist is a writer in Huzur. Whereas Bes Sehir- Istanbul is set mainly
in the Old City, which is the area Tanpinar is primarily concerned with its affinity with
the imperial history.

Pamuk’s Istanbul Hatiralar ve Sehir, on the other hand, present a different face of
Istanbul with its setting in Nisantasi and Cihangir, which are districts of people with a
high income; thus, providing a different reading of the city. While Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik
is concerned with the newly emerging areas of settlement such as Duttepe, Kiiltepe,
Giiltepe etc. It presents an account of the construction of a part of the city with its new
residents, enabling the reader have a close look at the transformation history of Istanbul.

As for the final point concerning spatiality, considering the vastness of the content
of the text, Istanbul in this case, any translation of it would be partial, and with respect
to the partiality of all these translations, the latter (Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik) is probably the
one covering the widest areas of the city throughout the narration with its close pictures
of the city and its protagonist scrolling around the streets of the city relentlessly.
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4.2. Temporality

The time periods, in which these narrations are set, also have an impact on the
representation of the city, which is subject to change in time. Temporal focuses of the
works vary, there are some overlaps though.

Huzur is mainly set in 1944, on the pre-war day. The possibility of the broke-out
of a war has a determinative effect on the characters, who do not know what tomorrow
will bring; and thus, feel nervous. The anxiety is the leading feeling in the temporal
background of the novel. Tanpinar also makes use of flashbacks to refer to the earlier
periods, relevant to the Ottoman Empire and early Republican period, which provide
different images of Istanbul and display the change the city have been through.

Bes Sehir- Istanbul is also narrated in the real time period, referring to the early
Republican period and 1940s. The determinative role of the temporal setting is highly
visible in the image-making of the city. The country, which is under a transformation
process, and is not in a good condition, leads the feeling of longing for the past, the
glorious imperial history. The struggle of the author to demonstrate the bonds of the
current day Istanbul with the Ottoman Empire constitutes one of the leading concerns of
the essay. The period is also when relations with the West improve, and this results in a
personal interpretation of the Westernization movement by Tanpinar.

Istanbul, Hatiralar ve Sehir is set in real time as an autobiographical work. The time
period it covers is between 1952-2000, when Orhan Pamuk was born and the book was
published respectively. It might be read as a continuum of the temporal setting Tanpinar
created in the preceding work. Nevertheless, despite the fact that Pamuk admits the
impact of Tanpinar on him, it is seen that their narration of the city is quite different from
one another. The period Pamuk focuses on starts with the end of the early Republican
period with political changes. The narration witnesses a number of coup d’états which
bring out a change in the silhouette of the city. It is also when people from Anatolia and
the Eastern parts of Turkey begin to immigrate to Istanbul in high numbers, resulting in
a demographic change as well as a pessimistic approach towards the image of the city in
the mind of the author.

Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik is a novel of the period between 1960s-2000s. It is when
Istanbul witnesses great transformations with respect to social, political and economic
developments. It starts with the impacts of the Westernization movement and ends up
with the reminiscent of the globalization. With the emphasis on squatting, the struggle
of the people to get a place in the city, and define their self constitutes the main concern
of the protagonists who start their lives in the city with the squatter houses, which they
built, forming new districts for settlement such as Duttepe and Giiltepe.

4.3. Thematic focus
Main themes of the works are also various, changing in accordance with their
temporal and spatial settings. Fundamental concerns of Huzur are “gloomy atmosphere”,

9

“inbetweenness”, “synthesis of the local and the foreign”, “Westernization”, “daussila”
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(longing for the home), “buhran of the pre-war period” and “identity-making process in
the newly established country”, where as a member of the generation experiencing the
dilemma of accepting or rejecting the West and the collapse of a glorious empire, the
protagonist serves as the witness of this transformation process in the city. While Beg
Sehir- Istanbul is set on the themes of “daussila”, “mourning for the loss”, “the feeling
of inbetweenness”, “synthesis of the West and the East”, “transformation of the city”,
and “melancholy of the city”. Tanpinar as a critic of his period presents his conception
of Istanbul in relation to the Ottoman Empire, providing an insight on the adoption and
adaptation of the East and the West in the form of a synthesis. The social context of the
city, full of uncertainties leads to a melancholic image of Istanbul, for the future of which
Tanpinar has some hopes as well.

Main themes constituting Istanbul Hatiralar ve Sehir are “hiiziin”, “Westernization”,
“inbetweenness”, “melancholy” and “identity making”. As Pamuk clearly puts forth, it
is a book on “hiiziin” scattered all around the city, determining his depiction of Istanbul
with the struggle of people situating themselves in the city, defining their identity with
a superficial attempt to be or to be seen Westernized. Whereas Kafamda Bir Tuhaflik
is a novel of “squatting”, “identity-making”, “immigration”, “synthesis”, “need for
belonging” and “integration”. The plot of the novel is set on the basis of squatting
movement, where people emigrating from other cities try to construct a home for
themselves within the city, to define themselves as a resident of Istanbul but not an
Istanbulite, and struggle to integrate themselves to the current society.

As can be seen, regardless of the main plot of these works of fiction and non-
fiction, any work on Istanbul ends up with certain representations of the synthesis of
the East and the West, definition of the self and the other in relation to its cosmopolitan
characteristics as well as the constant change of the image of the city, which is under a
relentless transformation process since its first construction.

Conclusion

Istanbul, as a site of a multi-ethnic society with people from a variety of countries,
cities, religious beliefs, social and economic backgrounds, political views, presents
a rich a resource for the representation of the city in the works of fiction and non-
fiction. Considering each narration as an image-making process enables one to regard
these representations as a form of translation, in which the city constitutes the source
text, while works of literature form the target texts. As for the classification of such a
translational act, these translations might be called intersemiotic translations on the basis
of the change of the medium.

Within the scope of this paper, I have analyzed the representation of Istanbul in four
literary works, Huzur, Bes Sehir- Istanbul and Istanbul Hatiralar ve Sehir, Kafamda Bir
Tuhaflik by Istanbul-lover authors Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar and Orhan Pamuk respectively.
Each work focuses on particular characteristics of Istanbul, with a variety of themes.
Among which are daussila, synthesis of the West and the East, transformation of the city,
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identity making process, and inbetweenness. The differences in their conception of the
city stem from not only the experience of the author but also from the poetics of the time
and space, as the way Tanpimar and Pamuk conceive the world they live in, shapes their
narration and leads to different translations of the city.

In conclusion, reading the city as a source text, as a material of translation brings
about resourceful insights, concerning the image of Istanbul in works of literature,
enabling one to interpret works of different mediums as figurative translations of one
another, contributing to the interdisciplinary dependence of among the branches of
Social Sciences.
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